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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a non-final office action in response to the RCE filed 12/22/08. 
Amendments received on 12/22/08 have been entered. Claims 1, 3-6, 8, 10-11, 23-24, 
26-29, and 39-44 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and 
of the manner and process of making and using it, in such full, clear, 
concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and 
use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor 
of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 1 , 3-6, 8, 10-11, 23-24, 26-29, and 39-44are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. 
The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in 
such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. 

4. As of claim 1 , 23, 26, 40, 41 and 44, the term, "secondary access control effected 
to analyze the second voice signal or signal from the keypad without further analysis of 
the first voice signal—" is not disclosed in the specification. 

Claims dependent on claims 1 , 23, 26, 40, 41 and 44 inherit the same problem, 
so they are also rejected as claims 1 , 23, 26, 40, 41 and 44. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between 
the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter 
pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 

6. Claims 1, 3-6, 10, 23, and 39-40 41-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Gullman et al. (US# 5,280,527) in view of Dams et al. (US# 
6,792,083). 

In claims 1 and 39, Gullman et al. teach of a security control apparatus 
comprising: 

a security device (i.e. electronic gate/lock 10) {see Gullman et al, paragraph bridging 
cols. 2 and 3}; 

a control apparatus (i.e. access device 12) responsive to security codes for enabling 
and disabling the security device {see Gullman et al, col. 3, lines 19-35+}; 
a voiceprint/speech activated controller unit (i.e. security code Source unit 14) for 
communicating a token (i.e. security codes) to the control apparatus 12, as shown in 
figure 1 , the security code source unit having a user controlled keypad and a voiceprint 
analysis apparatus 14, as shown in figure 2, and including circuitry responsive to the 
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voiceprint analysis apparatus 14 for communicating to the control apparatus a security 
code including a portion (i.e. user input challenge code, wherein the challenge code is 
either using a keypad, writing tablet or by voice which is different than the first voice 
signal for a security purpose) representing user interaction with the security code source 
unit {see Gullman et al, col. 2, lines 40-47; paragraph bridging cols. 3 and 4}. 

Although Gullman et al. does not disclose "a analysis apparatus comprises a 
means for analyzing a first voice signal and a secondary access control selected from 
the group consisting of a means for analyzing a second voice signal and a user 
controlled keypad and the means for analyzing the first voice signal comprises a 
speaker dependent voice analysis and the means for analyzing the second received 
voice signal being voice independent , the secondary access control electronically 
effected by a failure of the speaker dependent voice analysis to identify the first voice 
signal, the secondary access control effected to analyze the second voice signal or 
signal from the keypad without further analysis of the first voice signal when the speaker 
dependent voice means fails to identify the first received voice signal", such features are 
conventional as shown in Figure 3, steps 54-66 of Dams et al and described in column 
4, lines 20-28. And in column 4, lines 48-62 Of Dams et al states; 

In the reference of Dams (fig. 3), the Examiner is interpreting that the steps 58 
and 68 are performed using the voice dependent mode, and step 72 (higher level) is 
performed using voice independent mode. And as disclosed by Dams, if the recognition 
in block 68 has led to a failure, in block 72 a higher level measure (speaker 
independent) is taken such as asking the user person a non-speech entry (keypad; see 
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col. 4, lines 35-39) or provide an additional question to the user that must be answered 
by yes/no (a second received voice signal (password)) (see col. 4, lines 50-52). Dams 
further disclose that another level of higher measure (speaker independent) is to build in 
a check by key actuation, or to allow keying in of a particular phrase (another example 
of a keypad; see col. 4, lines 552-54). And as seen in fig. 3, step 72 (higher level 
measures) is electronically effected by a failure of the speaker dependent voice analysis 
to identify the first voice signal and the secondary access control effected to analyze the 
second voice signal or signal from the keypad without further analysis of the first voice 
signal when the speaker dependent voice means fails (at step 68) to identify the first 
received voice signal. 

The higher level measurement by "The additional question to the user that must 
be answered by yes/no only" and "another one is to build-in check by key actuation, or 
allow keying in of a particular phrase" is considered to be functionally equivalent to the 
claimed "secondary access control selected from the group consisting of a means for 
analyzing a second voice signal a user controlled keypad". Darns et al suggests that the 
serial combination of a speaker- dependent and speaker independent voice analysis 
means, as claimed, is advantageous because it is beneficial to both frequent and novice 
or accidental users {see Dams et al, col. 3, lines 3-4+ and lines 25-27+}. That is, using 
all recordings for training will always result in over-representation of frequent users and 
using only the failed recognition will result in performance oscillation, but all users will 
be able to use the system {see Darns et al, col. 3, lines 33-39}. 

And also col. 1 lines 10-30, Darns further states: the speaker-independent recognition is 
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used for terms and phrases that are considered common to many speakers such as 
various commands for effecting dialing and various other functions, and the speaker- 
dependent recognition is used to recognize private terms such as personal names and 
the like (col. 1 lines 14-21). Further the steps of figure 3 are performed automatically 
because Dams discloses that if the recognition in block 68 has led to a failure (meaning 
the speaker dependent voice means fails to identify the first received voice signal) in 
block 72, a higher level measurement (secondary access control) is selected, since the 
user does not have to press or say any password or command to got the higher level 
measurement, it means that system is automatically performing all the steps in fig. 3. 

So based on the interpretation of the Dams, the speaker dependent analysis 
(recognition performed till step 68) and speaker independent analysis (step 72; fig. 3) 
are equivalent of the means for analyzing the first voice signal and means for analyzing 
a second voice signal. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of applicant's invention, to include the "speaker dependent voice analysis means 
for analyzing a first received voice signal and a speaker independent voice analysis 
means for analyzing a second received voice signal, the speaker independent voice 
analysis means being activated to analyze the second received voice signal when the 
speaker dependent voice means fails to identify the first received voice signal" of Dams 
et al in the system of Gullman et al because, as taught by Dams et al, all users including 
frequent and novice or accidental users, will be able to use the system. 
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In claims 3 and 5-6, Gullman et al teach the security code source unit comprises 
memory {see Gullman et al, col. 4, lines 44-49} for storing a pass code (i.e. user input 
challenge code) entered by a user in association with representations of speech 
generated by the speaker independent voice analysis apparatus {see Gullman et al, col. 
2, lines 40-47+; col. 6, lines 30-45+}. 

In claim 4, Gullman et al teach the circuitry for communicating responds to 
predetermined comparison characteristics between a stored speech representation and 
a spoken speech representation for communicating a security code {see Gullman et al, 
col. 5, lines 60-65}. 

In claim 10, Gullman et al teach the biometric samples are obtained and stored 
as templates for a single or multiple users {see Gullman et al, col. 5, lines 57-61+}. 

Claim 23 recites the limitations of claim 1 and therefore rejected for the same 
reasons. 

In claim 24, although Gullman et al does not disclose "the speaker independent 
voice analysis apparatus is enabled for a predetermined period of time after the barrier 
control apparatus is controlled to move the barrier", it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of applicant's invention, to program the control 
apparatus 10 of Gullman to control the type of access or transactions {see Gullman et 
al, col. 6, lines 42-45} as claimed, because it saves energy as compared to being 
enabled all the time, to one of ordinary skill in the art, because it saves energy as 
compared to being enabled all the time. It also allows a user to change a given 
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command when the action of a given command is not the desired result or allow a user 
to change a given command to prevent an accident from occurring. 

Claim 40 recites a method for practicing the apparatus of claim 1 and therefore 
rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim 41 recites a method for practicing the apparatus of claim 1 and therefore 
rejected for the same reasons. Further note that the "a spoken voice user password 
command" is taken to be a same as "first voice signal". 

Claim 42, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 10, so claim 42 is 
rejected as claim 10 above. 

Claim 43, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 5, so claim 42 is 
rejected as claim 10 above. 

Claim 44, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 1, so claim 44 is 
rejected as claim 1 above. 

7. Claims 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Gullman et al. (US# 5,280,527) in view of Dams et al. (US# 6,792,083) and further in 
view of Pinzon (US# 6,161 ,005). 

Claim 26 recites the limitations of claim 1 , except Gullman et al does not disclose 
a barrier movement apparatus comprising a motor. Although Gullman et al does not 
disclose "a motor for operating the barrier", these claimed features would have been 
obvious in the system of Gullman et al as evidenced by Pinzon. Pinzon teaches, "all 
electronic door locking mechanisms have in common a motor for causing a mechanical 
locking member to move to a locking or unlocking position {see Pinzon, col. 4, lines 34- 
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45} of a garage door" {see Pinzon, col. 2, lines 60-65}. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of applicant's invention, to include 
the motor for operating the barrier of Pinzon in the system of Gullman et al because, as 
taught by Pinzon, all electronic door locking mechanisms have in common a motor for 
causing a mechanical locking member to move to a locking or unlocking position of a 
garage door. 

In claims 27-29, although Gullman et al does not disclose that "the speaker 
independent voice analysis apparatus is enabled for a predetermined period of time 
after the barrier control apparatus is controlled to move the barrier", it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of applicant's invention, to program 
the control apparatus 10 of Gullman to control the type of access or transactions {see 
Gullman et al, col. 6, lines 42-45} as claimed, because it saves energy as compared to 
being enabled all the time. It also allows a user to change a given command when the 
action of a given command is not the desired result or allow a user to change a given 
command to prevent an accident from occurring. 

8. Claims 1, 3-6, 8 and 10-11, 23-24 and 39-40, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over US 2003/0018478 {hereinafter "Mays"} in view of US 
6,792,083 {Dams et al}, and further in view of USP 5,280,527 {Gullman et al}. 

In claims 1 , 4-6, and 39, Mays teaches of a speech activatable door operator 
system (i.e. security control apparatus 10) comprising: 
a barrier or door (i.e. security device 20); 

a base controller (i.e. control apparatus 36) responsive to security codes for enabling 
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and disabling the security device 20; 

a speech activated controller unit (i.e. security code source unit 38, 46, 48, 50) for 
communicating security codes to the control apparatus 36, as shown in figure 1 , the 
security code source unit having a user controlled keypad 56 and a voice analysis 
apparatus 53, as shown in figure 2, and including circuitry responsive to the voice 
analysis apparatus 53, as shown in figure 3, for communicating to the control apparatus 
a security code [0021]-[0022]+. The voice analysis apparatus comprises a speaker 
dependent voice analysis means and a speaker independent voice analysis means 
{Mays, [0008], [0023]+}. 

Although Mays does not disclose "the speaker independent voice analysis 
means being activated when the speaker dependent voice means fails to identify a 
received voice signal", such features are conventional as shown in Figure 3, steps 54- 
66 of Dams et al, and described in column 4, lines 20-28. 

In the reference of Dams (fig. 3), the Examiner is interpreting that the steps 58 
and 68 are performed using the voice dependent mode, and step 72 (higher level) is 
performed using voice independent mode. And as disclosed by Dams, if the recognition 
in block 68 has led to a failure, in block 72 a higher level measure (speaker 
independent) is taken such as asking the user person a non-speech entry (keypad; see 
col. 4, lines 35-39) or provide an additional question to the user that must be answered 
by yes/no (a second received voice signal (password)) (see col. 4, lines 50-52). Dams 
further disclose that another level of higher measure (speaker independent) is to build in 
a check by key actuation, or to allow keying in of a particular phrase (another example 
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of a keypad; see col. 4, lines 552-54). And as seen in fig. 3, step 72 (higher level 
measures) is electronically effected by a failure of the speaker dependent voice analysis 
to identify the first voice signal and the secondary access control effected to analyze the 
second voice signal or signal from the keypad without further analysis of the first voice 
signal when the speaker dependent voice means fails (at step 68) to identify the first 
received voice signal. 

As stated in column 4, lines 48-62 of Dams et al "the additional question to the 
user that must be answered by yes/no only" is considered to be functionally equivalent 
to the claimed "second received voice signal". Dams suggests that the serial 
combination of a speaker-dependent and speaker independent voice analysis means, 
as claimed, is advantageous because it is beneficial to both frequent and novice or 
accidental users {see Dams et al, col. 3, lines 3-4+ and lines 25-27+}. That is, using all 
recordings for training will always result in over-representation of frequent users and 
using only the failed recognition will result in performance oscillation, but all users will 
be able to use the system {see Dams e{ al, col. 3, lines 33-39}. 

And also col. 1 lines 10-30, Dams further states: the speaker-independent recognition is 
used for terms and phrases that are considered common to many speakers such as 
various commands for effecting dialing and various other functions, and the speaker- 
dependent recognition is used to recognize private terms such as personal names and 
the like (col. 1 lines 14-21). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of applicant's invention, to include the "speaker dependent voice analysis means 



Application/Control Number: 09/915,080 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2612 

for analyzing a first received voice signal and a speaker independent voice analysis 
means for analyzing a second received voice signal, the speaker independent voice 
analysis means being activated to analyze the second received voice signal when the 
speaker dependent voice means fails to identify the first received voice signal" of Dams 
et al in the system of Mays because, as taught by Dams et al, all users including 
frequent and novice or accidental users, will be able to use the system. 

Although Mays discloses that the keypad 56 may be used to condition the 
speech activation unit 53 [see Mays, paragraph 0021], Mays does not disclose "a 
security code including a portion representing user interaction with the security code 
source unit". 

However, Gullman et al, teach of a security token (analogous to the claimed 
security code) that incorporates voiceprint information (i.e. speech) of a user with user 
input challenge code entered using either a keypad or by Voice and that the voiceprint 
is different that the challenge voice signal {see Gullman et al, col. 2, lines 40- 47+; 
paragraph bridging cols. 3 and 4}. Gullman et al suggests that combining a token {i.e. 
security code) with biometric information is advantageous because tokens provide 
security during transmission while the biometric information is used as an ID {see 
Gullman et al, col. 1 , lines 32-45}. The systems of Mays and Gullman et al are 
analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor, secured biometric 
access systems. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, at the time of applicant's invention; to combine tokens with the speech activated 
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door operator system of Mays, as claimed, because, as taught by Gullman et al, tokens 
advantageously provide additional security during transmission. 

In claims 3, 10, the security code source unit comprises memory/template {see 
Gullman et al, col. 4, lines 44-49} for storing a pass code (i.e. user input challenge code) 
entered by a user in association with representations of speech generated by the voice 
analysis apparatus {see Gullman et al, col. 2, lines 40-47+; col. 6, lines 30-45+}. 
Alternatively, multiple templates for multiple users are stored {see Gullman et al, lines 
60-65}. 

Claims 8, 1 1 , and 23-24 recites the limitations of claim 1 and therefore rejected 
for the same reasons. 

In claim 24, the speech activation unit 53 is enabled for a predetermined period 
of time until either the battery runs out or the function is changed via the keypad switch 
{see Mays, [0020]}. 

Claim 40 recites a method for practicing the apparatus of claim 1 and therefore 
rejected for the same reasons. 

Claim 41, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 1, so claim 41 is 
rejected as claim 1 above. Further note that the "a spoken voice user password 
command" is taken to be a same as "first voice signal". 

Claim 42, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 10, so claim 42 is 
rejected as claim 10 above. 

Claim 43, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 5, so claim 43 is 
rejected as claim 5 above. 



Application/Control Number: 09/915,080 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2612 

Claim 44, discloses the same limitations as disclosed in claim 1, so claim 44 is 
rejected as claim 1 above. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed 4/28/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In response to applicant's argument on page 13 paragraph 1, that Dams does not make 
up the deficiencies of Gullman. Applicant further argues that Dams "does not 
contemplate electronically activating voice independent analysis without any further 
analysis of the voice dependent utterance" The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

In the reference of Dams (fig. 3), the Examiner is interpreting that the steps 58 
and 68 are performed using the voice dependent mode, and step 72 (higher level) is 
performed using voice independent mode. And as disclosed by Dams, if the recognition 
in block 68 has led to a failure, in block 72 a higher level measure (speaker 
independent) is taken such as asking the user person a non-speech entry (keypad; see 
col. 4, lines 35-39) or provide an additional question to the user that must be answered 
by yes/no (a second received voice signal (password)) (see col. 4, lines 50-52). Dams 
further disclose that another level of higher measure (speaker independent) is to build in 
a check by key actuation, or to allow keying in of a particular phrase (another example 
of a keypad; see col. 4, lines 552-54). And as seen in fig. 3, step 72 (higher level 
measures) is electronically effected by a failure of the speaker dependent voice analysis 
to identify the first voice signal and the secondary access control effected to analyze the 
second voice signal or signal from the keypad without further analysis of the first voice 
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signal when the speaker dependent voice means fails (at step 68) to identify the first 
received voice signal. 

Similar limitations are recited in independent claims 23, 26, 40, 41 and 44, and 
are rejected on the same bases as disclosed above. 

Conclusion 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NABIL H. SYED whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3028. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00 alt Friday off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian Zimmerman can be reached on (571)272-3059. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Nabil H Syed 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2612 

N.S 

/Brian A Zimmerman/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2612 



